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How Should Retailers Deal with Consumer Sabotage
of a Manufacturer Brand?
BETTINA NYFFENEGGER, ANDREA KÄHR, HARLEY KROHMER, AND WAYNE D. HOYERABSTRACT In the context of retail branding, the recently identiﬁed and conceptualized phenomenon of consumer
brand sabotage (CBS) has become highly relevant as CBS does not only harm targeted manufacturer brands but also
related retailer brands. Whereas the necessity of a managerial response to CBS seems evident, ﬁnding the most effec-
tive retailer response appears to be more complex. This article examines potential negative spillover effects from a sab-
otaged manufacturer brand on the respective retailer. Furthermore, it studies outcomes of different response strategies
of retailers and takes important contingency factors (i.e., type of CBS and retailer’s assortment size) and process var-
iables (i.e., fairness perceptions) into account. Based on two large-scale online experiments, this article reveals negative
spillover effects from a sabotaged manufacturer brand on the retailer brand and that an adequate response of the re-
tailer (i.e., delisting vs. continuing to carry the brand) can decrease this effect, depending on contingency factors.uring the election of President Donald Trump, one
consumer started the campaign #GrabYourWallet,
which encouraged shoppers to boycott brands with
ties to Trump and his family. The boycott was a response to
the leak of a conversation between Donald Trump and Billy
Bush, wherein Trump made lewd comments about how he
treats women. Initiated by a single consumer, this social me-
dia campaign achieved enormous reach. On Twitter alone,
there were more than 626 million impressions of other con-
sumers expressing their outrage about Trump’s lewd con-
versation. The campaign has particularly targeted Ivanka
Trump’s clothing and shoe brand,whichwas carried bymany
retailers such as Nordstrom, Macy’s, Amazon, and Zappos
(Taylor 2017). While Macy’s and other department store
chainsdidnot react to the#GrabYourWallet campaign,Nord-
strom announced amid this campaign to drop Ivanka Trump’s
brand from its assortment (ofﬁcially stating that it discon-
tinued the brand due to decreasing sales).
This example illustrates a relatively new phenomenon
in which consumers, empowered by new technologies and
driven by negative experiences or associations with a brand,
become hostile and engage in aggressive activities that de-
liberately try to harm the brand. Kähr et al. (2016) have con-Bettina Nyffenegger (nyffenegger@imu.unibe.ch) is assistant professor of marketi
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All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms ceptualized this phenomenon as consumer brand sabotage
(CBS), which is an attempt by consumers to harm a brand
through the impairment of the brand-related associations
of other consumers. A brand saboteur carefully plans and of-
ten invests a high level of effort to change other consumers’
association and attitude toward the offending brand (Kähr
et al. 2016). Thus, CBS is a form of hostile aggression that
is more harmful than other forms of negative consumer be-
havior such as customer revenge, where consumers try to
punish brands to “get even” (Bechwati and Morrin 2003;
Grégoire, Laufer, and Tripp 2010). CBS can have a substan-
tial negative impact on brands. For example, the YouTube
video “United Breaks Guitars” caused United Airlines an es-
timated damage of more than $180 million (Gulliver 2009),
and the viral campaign #FitchtheHomeless contributed to
the dismissal of the CEO and a strong drop in share value
of Abercrombie & Fitch (Peterson 2014; Treﬁs Team 2014).
Given its high damage potential, a key question is how far-
reaching the impact of a CBS activity can be and whether this
harmmay even spill over to a retailer that carries the attacked
brand. For example, the sabotage of the Ivanka Trump brand
could indirectly cause damage to a related retailer (e.g., Nord-
strom). In order to answer this question, this article examinesng, Andrea Kähr (kaehr@imu.unibe.ch) is a postdoctoral researcher of mar-
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turer brand on the retailer that carries the brand. Prior stud-
ies that examined the interdependence between manu-
facturer and retailer brands have generally focused on a
positive image transfer. For example, Jacoby and Mazursky
(1984) studied how the quality image of a manufacturer
brand positively inﬂuences consumers’ image of the retailer.
However, missing from the literature is an examination of
whether and how a sabotaged brand will affect the retailer
that carries it.
Furthermore, a critical challenge for the retailer is how
to respond to this situation. In light of this, the goal of the
current study is to analyze the outcomes of different re-
sponse strategies to a sabotaged brand (i.e., delisting vs.
continuing to carry the brand). In a digital age where con-
sumers can harm a brandwith relatively little effort, such re-
sponse strategies become increasingly important, especially
for retailers. While a manufacturer has to monitor and po-
tentially respond to sabotage activities toward its ownbrand,
a retailer is likely to face the CBS phenomenon more fre-
quently, as it carries many brands that could become victims
of CBS. However, despite its high relevance, no research has
yet addressed whether and how retailers should react to neg-
ative spillover effects (e.g., caused by CBS) from manufac-
turer brands on their own brand and how this decision may
be inﬂuenced by context factors.
Against this background, we address three key research
questions: (1) How does consumer sabotage of a manufac-
turer brand inﬂuence other consumers’ attitude toward the
retailer that carries the brand? (2) Can a potential negative
spillover effect be prevented by delisting the manufacturer
brand, or should a retailer continue to carry the sabotaged
brand? (3) Which factors moderate the impact of the retail-
er’s response on other consumers’ attitude toward the re-
tailer?More speciﬁcally, what roles do the stimulus that pro-
voked the CBS activity (i.e., based on performance failures
vs. based on a value conﬂict) and the characteristics of the
retailer such as the size of its assortment play?
In answering these research questions, we make several
important contributions to the literature. First, while a prior
study has examinedwhat drives consumers to engage in such
hostile behavior toward a brand (Kähr et al. 2016), we take a
different perspective and are particularly interested in the
damage that CBS can cause to a brand in the minds of other
consumers. Thus, rather than examining the dyadic rela-
tionship between a brand and the brand saboteur, our re-
search focuses on other consumers who observe the CBS ac-
tivity against a manufacturer brand. Therefore, we expandThis content downloaded from 130.09
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms prior literature that has conceptually discussed but not em-
pirically examined the potential damage caused by CBS (Kähr
et al. 2016).
Second, we introduce the CBS phenomenon into a retail-
ing context and examine whether the damage potential of
CBS is so high that it could even negatively transfer to the re-
tailer that was not involved in the brand transgression that
stimulated CBS. Thus, to fully understand the negative conse-
quences caused by CBS, we take a far-reaching network per-
spective that goes beyond the simple saboteur-manufacturer
brand dyad. By doing so, we contribute to literature on retail
branding that has examined the relationship betweenmanu-
facturer brands and retailer brands. Rather than focusing on
positive spillover effects frommanufacturer brands to retail-
ers, we examine the negative impact manufacturer brands
may have on retailers in the context of CBS.
Third, previous research has not examined how retailers
should respond tomanufacturer-directed CBS. In our study,
we provide insights into possible response strategies, that
is, delisting versus continuing the sabotaged brand, in order
to minimize negative spillover effects on consumers’ atti-
tude toward the retailer. Thereby, we take a differentiated
approach by considering contingency factors that moder-
ate the impact of these response strategies on consumer’s
attitude toward the retailer. More speciﬁcally, we exam-
ine whether the retailer should respond differently to CBS
caused by performance failures or value conﬂicts and how
this response should also vary depending on a retailer’s char-
acteristics such as its assortment size.
RESEARCH FRAMEWORK
Figure 1 presents the research framework that highlights
the central constructs and hypotheses. Hypothesis 1 ana-
lyzes the negative spillover effect from the sabotaged man-
ufacturer brand to the retailer. Once established, we ex-
amine the consequences of a retailer’s assortment decision
(continuing vs. delisting the sabotaged brand) on other con-
sumers’ attitude toward the retailer who had observed the
CBS activity (hypothesis 2). Hypotheses 3 and 4 examine
important characteristics of the sabotage activity (i.e., value-
vs. performance-based CBS) and the retailer (i.e., its assort-
ment size) that maymoderate the impact of the retailer’s as-
sortment decision on its performance among consumers.
Consumer Sabotage of a Manufacturer Brand
and Spillover Effects to the Retailer
The existing literature on consumer revenge and retaliation
has shown that outraged consumers may domore than sim-2.034.042 on August 23, 2018 23:58:19 PM
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Bechwati and Morrin 2003). In order to “get even” with a
brand or company, consumers may try to punish brands by
engaging in negative word of mouth or boycotting a brand
(e.g., Grégoire and Fisher 2008; Grégoire et al. 2010). In
case of CBS, consumers even go a step further by engaging
in hostile aggression that involves the conscious desire to
signiﬁcantly harm the brand (Kähr et al. 2016). For that
purpose, a brand saboteur tries to alter other consumers’ at-
titude toward the brand in a negative way, which in a net-
worked, digital world can be achieved relatively easily. By
doing so, one single consumer can cause a brand to lose nu-
merous existing customers and can alienate innumerable
potential customers. Extending this previous research, we
examine whether and how other brands that are not directly
targeted by CBS activities but associated with the respective
brand can get harmed (e.g., the retailer that sells the sabo-
taged brand).
Spillover effects have previously been studied in the con-
text of brand alliances (e.g., Simonin and Ruth 1998; Rao,
Qu, and Ruekert 1999). In order to build and maintain
strong brands, companies combine their brand with a suc-
cessful brand of another company and make the resulting
cooperation visible to consumers. As a consequence, the two
cooperating brands become associated with one another in
the minds of consumers (e.g., Keller 1993). Ideally, the pos-
itive associations of a partner brand are transferred to one’s
own brand. Brand alliances have also been studied in a retail-
ing context, where retailers use brand alliances with manu-
facturer brands to enhance their image (Arnett, Laverie,
and Wilcox 2010). The retailer-manufacturer brand coop-This content downloaded from 130.09
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms eration represents a special form of alliance, where the co-
operating brands occupy different levels of the marketing
channel (i.e., “cross-level” alliances; Jacoby and Mazursky
1984). Prior research in retailing has examined the positive
impact of manufacturer brands on the evaluation of the re-
tailer brand and its private labels (e.g., Simmons, Bickart,
and Buchanan 2000) but rather ignored potential negative
impacts.
In contrast, research on event-related spillover examined
spillover effects of negative events, but the results have been
somewhat mixed (i.e., ﬁnding negative, positive, and neutral
spillover effects; e.g., Sullivan 1990; Votolato and Unnava
2006; Zhao, Zhao, and Helsen 2011) and appear to be highly
dependent on context (e.g., Roehm and Brady 2007). Also,
none of these studies has been conducted in a retailing con-
text, which is different from the settings typically studied in
the event-related spillover literature.
In sum, it is unclear what happens to a retailer when a
crisis such as CBS occurs to a listed brand. To examine a pos-
sible negative spillover from a sabotaged brand to the re-
tailer, we rely on the accessibility-diagnosticity framework
of Feldman and Lynch (1988). This model has been applied
in the context of brand alliances and spillover effects to pre-
dict the extent to which new information is used to form an
evaluation and revise previous judgments (e.g., Roehm and
Tybout 2006). Accessibility describes the ease with which a
consumer can acquire a certain piece of information, either
from memory or an external source (Hillyer and Tikoo
1995). In our context, a CBS activity should be highly acces-
sible for consumers as it generally receives widespread (so-
cial) media attention. Diagnosticity refers to the extent toFigure 1. Research framework.2.034.042 on August 23, 2018 23:58:19 PM
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adequate to form an evaluation and attitude (Aaker and
Maheswaran 1997). It has been argued that negative in-
formation is more diagnostic and therefore possibly more
inﬂuential than positive information in the formation of
overall evaluations (i.e., negativity bias; e.g., Ahluwalia,
Burnkrant, and Unnava 2000; Roehm and Tybout 2006).
Extremely negative information draws more attention and
a greater level of cognitive elaboration on the information,
which facilitates spillover onto related brands (Petty, Wege-
ner, and Fabrigar 1997). Thus, manufacturer-directed CBS
should be highly accessible and diagnostic for the evaluation
of an afﬁliated brand (in our context, the retailer). Further-
more, since the previous literature has documented positive
spillover from manufacturer to retailer brands, we would
also expect a spillover effect in the case of negative infor-
mation.
The consumer’s brand attitude is a key indicator for how
a consumer perceives a brand and strongly inﬂuences sub-
sequent consumer behavior (Ajzen 2001), which makes it
an important outcome variable in the context of spillover
effects. Based on these considerations, we expect that con-
sumers who learn of a sabotage act directed at a manufac-
turer brand will transfer this negative information also to
the retailer that carries the respective brand, which in turn
should inﬂuence consumer’s attitude toward the retailer.
This leads us to the following hypothesis:
H1: Consumers who have been exposed to a CBS ac-
tivity against a manufacturer brand will have a more
negative attitude toward the retailer that carries the
brand.Retailer’s Response to CBS of a Manufacturer Brand
Negative spillover effects should generally also depend on
how a company responds to an underlying negative stimu-
lus (e.g., Xie and Peng 2009). A key response decision for the
retailer concerns whether to continue to carry the sabotaged
brand or whether to drop it from its assortment.
In the context of brand alliances, it has been shown that
a host brand can be affected not only by negative informa-
tion about its partner brand but also by the consumers’ be-
lief that the host knew of and condoned the partner’s behav-
ior (Votolato and Unnava 2006). Thus, continuing to carry
the brand after CBS has occurred may create the impression
among consumers that the retailer tolerates the brand’s
misbehavior that has caused the sabotage activity. Further-This content downloaded from 130.09
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms more, consumers may also perceive this response strategy
as a failure to take any action, which in turn can lead to a
decrease in their attitude toward the retailer (e.g., Votolato
and Unnava 2006; Xie and Peng 2009). Therefore, the retail-
er’s decision to continue the relation with the sabotaged
brand may negatively affect its performance among con-
sumers.
An alternative response would be to delist the sabotaged
brand. By doing so, the retailer distances itself from the
brand that has fallen into disgrace. Consequently, consum-
ers may not penalize the retailer because the link between
the sabotaged brand (or its misbehavior) and the retailer
has been removed (Votolato and Unnava 2006). Further-
more, by delisting the discredited brand, the retailer is seen
as taking corrective action to prevent future problems with
the manufacturer brand (Benoit 1997). Prior research has
shown that taking corrective action is one of the most ef-
fective responses in repairing trust and bolstering attitude
(e.g., Bradford and Garrett 1995; Dutta and Pullig 2011).
We therefore postulate that compared to the continuation
of the sabotaged brand, the delisting will decrease potential
negative spillover effects and lead to a more positive atti-
tude toward the retailer. This leads us to the following hy-
pothesis:
H2: Delisting (vs. continuing) the sabotaged manu-
facturer brand leads to a more positive attitude to-
ward the retailer.Performance- versus Value-Based CBS. Our next hypoth-
esis relates to themoderating effect of the type of CBS (Kähr
et al. 2016). In the case of performance-basedCBS, the brand
saboteur acts in response to a brand’s failure with regard to
product and service quality (e.g., defective products, inaccu-
rate bills) or interaction failures (e.g., excessive wait times,
unfriendly responses on the customer hotline). When a con-
sumer observes performance-based CBS, the attacked man-
ufacturer brand is perceived as less competent as it is viewed
as responsible for the underlying product and services fail-
ures. Value-based CBS, on the other hand, is evoked by brand
stimuli, which relate to the brand’s values (e.g., brand’s com-
municated philosophy and brand identity) as well as any
demonstration by the brand of unsocial or unethical behav-
ior (e.g., a company uses sweat shop labor to enhance its
proﬁts).
Previous studies have argued that moral and competence
information affect consumer responses in different ways2.034.042 on August 23, 2018 23:58:19 PM
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Speciﬁcally, consumers’ impression formation ismore strongly
determined by the appraisal of morality and integrity than
by the appraisal of competence (Wojciszke, Bazinska, and
Jaworski 1998). Generally, information related to moral
traits or behavior of a person is viewed as highly diagnostic
in the appraisal of others. Every entity is expected to adhere
to certain moral standards, therefore, a violation of values
is associated with a conscious negative act by the brand and
is less likely to be forgiven (Wojciszke, Brycz, and Borkenau
1993). In contrast, competence failures are viewed as less
diagnostic. Such failures can always happen without in-
tention, even among highly skilled individuals. Accordingly,
consumers may be more willing to forgive performance fail-
ures associated with performance-based CBS. Furthermore,
prior research has also shown that individuals who learn
of a person’s immoral behavior may experience a stronger
emotional response than if this behavior would reveal that
person’s incompetence (Wojciszke et al. 1993).
In sum, consumers whose values are violated by the un-
derlying transgression of the manufacturer brand perceive
value-based CBS as more severe and therefore more diag-
nostic than performance-based CBS. Because of this, they
will more strongly expect the retailer to delist the brand
when CBS is value-based. If the retailer does not delist a
brand that has been sabotaged due to value issues, this
may be perceived as consent to or even identiﬁcation with
the negative values. In the case of performance-based CBS,
which is perceived as less severe, consumers will have a
weaker expectation to delist the brand. As a consequence,
the assortment decision of the retailer should have a stron-
ger impact on consumers’ brand attitude in the case of value-
based CBS. Thus, we hypothesize the following:
H3: The retailer’s decision to delist (vs. continue) the
manufacturer brandwill have amore positive effect on
the attitude toward the retailer in response to value-
based CBS among those consumers whose values are
violated by the underlying transgression of the brand
as compared to performance-based CBS.Role of the Retailer’s Brand Assortment. The differing
impact of the type of CBS on the effectiveness of the retail-
er’s assortment decision may also depend on retailer char-
acteristics such as the assortment size, which is a key stra-
tegic decision for retailers (Kahn et al. 2014). In the current
context, the size of a retailer’s assortment determines theThis content downloaded from 130.09
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms importance of a single manufacturer brand in the consum-
er’s perception of the retailer. For a retailer with a narrow
assortment, the manufacturer’s brand image and retailer
image are more strongly tied; therefore, a single manufac-
turer brand becomes highly diagnostic for consumers’ over-
all evaluation and attitude toward the retailer (Feldman and
Lynch 1988). Thus, spillover effects from a sabotaged brand
to the retailer should be more likely to occur in case of a re-
tailer offering a narrow assortment. For a retailer with a
broad assortment, the retailer image is less likely to be de-
termined by any one manufacturer’s brand; therefore, this
brand is less critical to the formation of overall evaluations.
Thus, a retailer with a broad assortment should be less vul-
nerable to the sabotage of a single brand, and the delisting
may hence have less impact on consumers’ attitudes. We ex-
pect this effect to be particularly pronounced in case of value-
based CBS because this type of CBS should be perceived as
more severe and more diagnostic than performance-based
CBS.
Thus, overall, the stronger impact of a retailer’s assort-
ment decision on consumers’ attitude toward the retailer
in case of value-based CBS should be further reinforced
for retailers with a narrow as compared to a broad assort-
ment. In other words, the impact of the decision to delist
a manufacturer brand that has been sabotaged based on
value conﬂicts (compared to performance failures) will be-
come even more critical for retailers with a narrow assort-
ment. This leads us to the following hypothesis:
H4: The more positive effect of delisting (vs. continu-
ing) a manufacturer brand in response to value-based
CBS (compared to performance-based CBS) among
those consumers whose values are violated by the un-
derlying transgression of the brand is even stronger
for retailers with a narrow (vs. broad) assortment.STUDY OVERVIEW
In sum, we propose that a sabotaged manufacturer brand
negatively affects the retailer that carries it (hypothesis 1).
However, the retailer can decrease this negative effect by
delisting the sabotaged brand (hypothesis 2). Furthermore,
we expect that delisting the sabotaged brand is especially im-
portantwhen the sabotage occurred due to a value conﬂict as
compared to a performance failure (hypothesis 3). Finally,
we suggest that delisting the sabotaged brand due to a value
conﬂict is more important for retailers with a narrow assort-
ment (hypothesis 4). We test these propositions with two2.034.042 on August 23, 2018 23:58:19 PM
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our hypotheses in the context of ﬁctitious sports brands and
the second with ﬁctitious brands in the grocery market.
STUDY 1
Method
To test the proposed hypotheses, we conducted an online
experiment on the crowdsourcing platform Clickworker. We
applied a 2 (assortment decision of the retailer: continuing
vs. delisting the sabotaged brand) 2 (type of sabotage: value-
based vs. performance-based CBS)  2 (assortment size of
the retailer: narrow vs. broad) between-subjects design with
ﬁctitious brands from the sports market. We also included a
control group who was only shown some general information
about the retailer and the assortment size manipulation.
Participants and Stimuli
In study 1, 539 consumers (51% female, Mage 5 36) partic-
ipated. They ﬁrst read three blocks of stimuli containing the
manipulation of the retailer’s assortment size, sabotage of
the manufacturer brand, and the retailer’s assortment deci-
sion. Each participant was randomly assigned to one of two
conditions for each stimuli.
In a ﬁrst block, we showed participants a general descrip-
tion about a ﬁctitious sports’ retailer. We then manipulated
the retailer’s assortment size by describing the choice of brands
in general and within the product category of running shoes.
Thereby, we also introduced Speedy Run, a ﬁctitious man-
ufacturer of running shoes, which the sports retailer carried
according to our assortment description (see app. A; apps. A,
B are available online). To the control group, only this gen-
eral information about the retailer with the manipulation
of the assortment size was shown (no manipulation of the
type of CBS or assortment decision).
In the second block, after the manipulation of the retail-
er’s assortment size, we showed participants a Facebook post
of a consumer sabotaging the ﬁctitious sports brand Speedy
Run. In the value-based CBS scenario, the consumer was out-
raged about the exploiting working conditions of Speedy
Run and pointed out that they employ child labor. In the
performance-based CBS scenario, the consumer outlined
Speedy Run’s serious quality defects by describing how the sole
of his expensive Speedy Run shoes detached from the shoe
after barely using them. In both scenarios, the consumer
urged other consumers to boycott Speedy Run and to read
his blog wherein he describes the exploiting working condi-
tions/the serious quality problems in more detail. To ensure
that participantsperceived theCBSscenarios as suchanddistin-This content downloaded from 130.09
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms guished between value- and performance-based sabotage, we
conducted a pretest wherein we also tested the assortment
size manipulation (see app. B).
In the third block, we presented the retailer’s assort-
ment decision to the sabotaged brand. Participants either
read that the retailer decided to continue or delist the brand
(see app. A).
Measures
Unless indicated otherwise, we used 7-point Likert scales
ranging from 15 “completely disagree” to 75 “completely
agree” for all measures in this study. After having read the
scenarios with the manipulations, the respondents had to
report their attitude toward the retailer brand as dependent
variable, which we measured with a ﬁve-item scale using a
7-point semantic differential adapted from Spears and Singh
(2004). Subsequently, participants answered a series of con-
trol questions regarding the stimuli that served as manipu-
lation checks. Speciﬁcally, we measured assortment size with
a two-item scale adapted from Bauer, Kotouc, and Rudolph
(2012), type of CBS with a two-item scale for each type adapted
from Kähr et al. (2016), and assortment decision with three
single-choice items (i.e., [1] continuing to carry, [2] delisting,
and [3] I don’t know). In addition, to measure whether par-
ticipants perceived our scenarios as CBS, we used two items
for the motive of harming the brand adapted from Kähr et al.
(2016) and added two items based on their conceptualiza-
tion of CBS. Furthermore, as the suggested effects of hypoth-
esis 3 are contingent on a violation of the consumers’ per-
sonal values (see study 3 in app. B for more details on this
contingency), we assessed participants’ perceived value con-
ﬂict with the sabotaged brand’s actions with a three-item
scale adapted from Kähr et al. (2016). Finally, participants
also reported demographic data (age and sex) before reading
a debrieﬁng (see table B1 for all items of the study and Cron-
bach’s alpha; tables B1–B8 are available online in app. B).
Results and Discussion
Manipulation Checks. To test if the experimental factors
varied as intended, we conducted three 2 (assortment de-
cision)  2 (CBS type)  2 (assortment size) ANOVAs with
the manipulation check measures for the CBS type and as-
sortment size as dependent variables (see table B2). The ﬁrst
ANOVA revealed that participants who were confronted with
the retailer that offered a broad assortment also reported sig-
niﬁcantly higher scores on the assortment size measure than
participants in the narrow assortment condition (estimated
marginal mean [EMM] 5 5:64, SE 5 :09 vs. EMM 5 2:62,2.034.042 on August 23, 2018 23:58:19 PM
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ANOVA revealed that the performance-based CBS scenario
was perceived as more strongly addressing the brand’s perfor-
mance compared to the value-based scenario (EMM 5 6:20,
SE 5 :09 vs. EMM 52:57, SE 5 :10; F(1; 431) 5 720:34,
p < :001). Likewise, the third ANOVA showed that par-
ticipants assessed the value-based CBS scenario as more
strongly addressing values than the performance-based sce-
nario (EMM 5 6:28, SE 5 :11 vs. EMM 5 3:91, SE 5 :11;
F(1; 431) 5 229:61, p < :001). Furthermore, consumers in
the value-based CBS condition reported that the actions
of the sabotaged brand were in conﬂict with their personal
values (M 5 5:66, SE 5 :10). Toensure that participants per-
ceived our CBS scenarios as sabotage, we examined whether
they reachedhigher scoreson theCBSscale than themidpoint
of the scale, which was true for both scenarios (M 5 5:93,
SE 5 :08 and M 55:40, SE 5 :09). Finally, to test whether
participants understood whether the retailer continued to
carry or delisted the sabotaged brand, we applied a full-
factorial binary logistic regression (see table B3). The contin-
uation (50) versus delisting (51) condition served as signif-
icant predictor of the assessment of the assortment decision
(B 5 8:64, SE 5 1:07; p < :001; odds ratio5 5,622.62, 95%
conﬁdence interval [CI] 5 [695.78, 45,436.56]; R2 5 :87
[Hosmer and Lemeshow], .70 [Cox and Snell], .93 [Nagel-
kerke]; model x2(3) 5518:18, p < :001).
Baseline Effect. We conducted a one-way independent
ANOVA to examine whether the consumer sabotage of a man-
ufacturer brand signiﬁcantly decreased respondents’ atti-
tude toward the retailer brand compared to a control group
without any sabotage. Participants in the CBS condition (av-
eraged over the retailer’s assortment decision) reported signif-
icantly lower scores in brand attitude than the control group
(M 5 3:76, SE 5 :08 vs. M 5 4:97, SE 5 :13; F(1; 172) 5
63:21, p < :001), supporting hypothesis 1 (see table B4).
The result did not change whether or not we included par-
ticipants’ sex and age as control variables. For the subsequent
analyses, the control group was excluded.
Moderating and Main Effects. To test our main effect of
the assortment decision (continuation vs. delisting) on con-
sumers’ attitude toward the retailer and to examine how the
type of CBS and the retailer’s assortment size inﬂuence this
main effect, we conducted a three-way independent ANOVA.
The main effect of assortment decision on consumers’ atti-
tude toward the retailer was signiﬁcant (F(1; 431) 5 36:91,
p < :001). Delisting (vs. continuing) the sabotaged brand ledThis content downloaded from 130.09
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms to signiﬁcantly higher scores in consumers’ attitude toward
the retailer brand (EMM 5 4:20, SE 5 :10 vs. EMM 5 3:32,
SE 5 :11), supporting hypothesis 2. Furthermore, the two-
way interaction between the assortment decision and type
of CBS on consumers’ attitude was signiﬁcant (F(1; 431) 5
6:12; p < :05). Participants reported a higher attitude to-
ward the retailer brand when the retailer delisted the sab-
otaged brand compared to its continuation for both the
value-based CBS (EMM 5 4:52, SE 5 :15 vs. EMM 5 3:28,
SE 5 :16) and the performance-based (EMM 5 3:88, SE 5
:14 vs. EMM 5 3:36, SE 5 :14). In line with hypothesis 3,
the increase on consumers’ brand attitude due to delisting the
sabotaged brand was stronger for the value-based CBS than
the performance-based CBS. Finally, the two-way interac-
tion was qualiﬁed by a signiﬁcant three-way interaction with
assortment decision, type of CBS, and assortment size on
consumers’ attitude toward the retailer (F(1; 431) 5 3:93,
p < :05; see table B5). That is, the magnitude of the moder-
ation by CBS type of the effect of the assortment decision
on consumers’ attitude toward the retailer brand depends
on the retailer’s assortment size. A simple slope analysis re-
vealed that for value-based CBS, delisting the sabotaged brand
signiﬁcantly increased participants’ attitude toward retail-
ers with both a narrow assortment (B 5 1:41, SE 5 :27;
t(431) 5 5:27, p < :001) and a broad assortment (B 5 1:08,
SE 5 :31; t(431) 5 3:51, p < :001). In line with hypothe-
sis 4, for value-based CBS, the positive effect of the assort-
ment decision on consumers’ brand attitude was stronger for
retailers with a narrow as compared to a broad assortment
(however, this difference was not signiﬁcant, p 5 :42; see
ﬁg. 2A). For performance-based CBS, we found the opposite
effect with regard to assortment size. Delisting (vs. continu-
ing) the sabotaged brand had a signiﬁcant positive effect on
consumers’ brand attitude for retailers with a broad assort-
ment (B 5 :94, SE 5 :30; t(431) 5 3:09, p < :01) but did
not affect retailers with a narrow assortment (B 5 :11, SE 5
:28; t(431) 5 :40, p 5 :69). Accordingly, for performance-
based CBS, the positive effect of the assortment decision on
consumers’ attitude toward the retailer was signiﬁcantly stron-
ger for retailers with a broad assortment as compared to
a narrow assortment (B 5 :82; F(1; 431) 5 3:98, p < :05;
see ﬁg. 2B). The results did not change whether or not we
included the control variables.
Discussion. The results of study 1 conﬁrm a negative spill-
over effect of a sabotaged brand on the retailer. Consumers
who have been confronted with manufacturer-directed CBS
show a more negative attitude toward the retailer that2.034.042 on August 23, 2018 23:58:19 PM
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Figure 2. Study 1: Consumers’ attitude toward the retailer brand after the retailer delisted (vs. continued to carry) the sabotaged manu-
facturer brand for retailers with a broad versus narrow assortment depending on the type of sabotage. A, Value-based CBS. Delisting
(vs. continuing) the brand increases consumers’ attitude for both retailers with a narrow and broad assortment but more strongly for re-
tailers with a narrow assortment. B, Performance-based CBS. Delisting (vs. continuing) the brand only increases consumers’ attitude for
retailers with a broad assortment but not for retailers with a narrow assortment.This content downloaded from 130.092.034.042 on August 23, 2018 23:58:19 PM
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Volume 3 Number 3 2018 387carries the brand than consumers who have only been intro-
duced to the manufacturer brand without any sabotage (sup-
porting hypothesis 1). Our results also show that an ap-
propriate reaction by the retailer can mitigate this negative
effect. Delisting the sabotaged brand leads to a more positive
attitude toward the retailer compared to continuing it (sup-
porting hypothesis 2). Furthermore, the results show that
this effect depends on the type of CBS. Delisting (vs. con-
tinuing) the sabotaged brand increased consumers’ attitude
toward the retailer more strongly in the case of value-based
CBS compared to performance-based CBS (supporting hy-
pothesis 3). In other words, delisting the sabotaged brand is
more important for value-based as compared to performance-
based CBS.
This effect also depends on the retailer’s assortment
size. As suggested in hypothesis 4, we found a signiﬁcant
three-way interaction between assortment decision, type
of CBS, and assortment size on consumers’ attitude toward
the retailer. In the case of value-based CBS, the positive ef-
fect of delisting a manufacturer brand on consumers’ attitude
was slightly more pronounced for a retailer with a narrow as-
sortment. Interestingly, in the case of performance-based CBS,
we found that the assortment decision of retailers with a nar-
row assortment did not signiﬁcantly affect consumers’ atti-
tude toward the retailer. In contrast, for a retailer with a broad
assortment, delisting (vs. continuing) the brand had a strong
positive effect on consumers’ attitude toward the retailer.
One explanation for this unexpected ﬁnding could be
that in addition to our diagnosticity-accessibility consider-
ations, other cognitive processes may also play a role. More
speciﬁcally, we suggest that consumers’ fairness perceptions
may mediate the relationship between the retailer’s assort-
ment decision and consumers’ attitude toward the retailer
(which is moderated by the type of CBS and assortment size).
Fairness considerations are highly relevant when consumers
evaluate a company’s marketing activities and the correspond-
ing interactions, with a higher fairness perception leading
to a more positive attitude toward the company (e.g., Ag-
garwal 2004). Perceived fairness is deﬁned as the extent
to which sacriﬁce and beneﬁt are commensurate for each
partner involved (Bolton, Warlop, and Alba 2003). This
mutual consideration of individual beneﬁts and sacriﬁces is
based on equity theory, which takes the outcomes for both
transaction partners into account, that is, for the company
and the consumer, rather than the outcome for the con-
sumer alone (e.g., Xia, Monroe, and Cox 2004). Transferred
to our context, consumers should evaluate a retailer’s deci-
sion to delist (vs. continue) a sabotaged manufacturer brandThis content downloaded from 130.09
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms based on fairness considerations, taking into account the re-
sulting beneﬁts and sacriﬁces of the retailer.
We argue that a retailer with a broad assortment is less
dependent on a single manufacturer brand as the retailer
has a large number of alternative brands in its assortment.
Therefore, after delisting a sabotaged brand, the retailer’s
remaining assortment is still attractive to consumers, thereby,
leading to stable future revenues (with regard to the effects
of assortment size on consumer preferences, see also Kahn
and Lehmann [1991]). On the other hand, a retailer with a
more specialized and narrow assortment is more vulnerable
to delisting a brand as it faces the risk of becoming less at-
tractive to consumers which can signiﬁcantly lower sales (Aila-
wadi and Keller 2004). Accordingly, consumers may perceive
the delisting of a manufacturer brand as greater sacriﬁce for
retailers with a narrow assortment than for retailers with a
broad assortment, inﬂuencing their fairness perceptions.
Further, these fairness considerations regarding the re-
tailer’s delisting (vs. continuing) a sabotaged brand may differ
for value- versus performance-based CBS. In the case of value-
based CBS, consumers may evaluate the violation of values
by the manufacturer brand as conscious negative act which
is less likely to be forgiven (Wojciszke et al. 1993). Conse-
quently, consumers may hold high expectations that the re-
tailer will delist the sabotaged brand, in order to distance it-
self from the immoral behavior. Thus, from the consumers’
perspective, the only fair retailer response is to delist the sab-
otaged brand, especially for a retailer with a narrow assort-
ment, where the single manufacturer brand is highly impor-
tant for consumers’ evaluation of the retailer (Feldman and
Lynch 1988). Thus, we propose that in the case of value-based
CBS, the retailer’s decision to delist (vs. continue) the sabo-
taged brand increases consumers’ perceived fairness of the
decision more strongly for retailers with a narrow assortment
compared to a broad assortment, which in turn increases con-
sumers’ attitude toward the retailer.
In the case of performance-based CBS, on the other hand,
the underlying performance failure may be perceived as less
severe, easier to repair, and hence less diagnostic than the vi-
olation of values with value-based CBS (see also Wojciszke
et al. 1998). Here consumers are more forgiving (as the brand
may perform well again in the future), and consumers’ expec-
tations and perceived beneﬁts of delisting the brand may
be lower. Thus, considering the high sacriﬁce for retailers with
a narrow assortment, consumers may recognize that espe-
cially for a small retailer, the costs of dropping a sabotaged
brand outweigh the potential beneﬁts for the consumers. Ac-
cordingly, they may perceive the delisting of a brand that was2.034.042 on August 23, 2018 23:58:19 PM
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tailer with a narrow assortment. For a retailer with a broad
assortment, on the other hand, the perceived sacriﬁce of de-
listing the sabotaged brand is smaller, and consumers per-
ceive it as fair to delist the brand in order to offer only high-
quality products without any performance failures, leading
to a more positive attitude toward the retailer. Thus, we pro-
pose that in the case of performance-based CBS, the retail-
er’s decision to delist (vs. continue) the sabotaged manufac-
turer brand increases consumers’ perceived fairness of the
decision more strongly for retailers with a broad assortment
compared to a narrow assortment, which in turn increases
consumers’ attitude toward the retailer.
STUDY 2
Study 2 was designed to replicate the results of study 1 and
to examine the process by which the assortment decision af-
fects consumers’ attitude toward the retailer, depending on
the CBS type and assortment size. To do so, consumers’ per-
ceived fairness of the assortment decision was measured as
possible mediating variable.
Method
We conducted an online experiment on the platform Click-
worker with the same three factorial between-subjects de-
sign as in study 1 but with ﬁctitious brands in the grocery
market. More speciﬁcally, we used a 2 (assortment decision
of retailer: continuing vs. delisting)  2 (type of sabotage:
value-based vs. performance-based)  2 (assortment size:
narrow vs. broad) factorial between-subjects design with a
control group who was only shown some general informa-
tion about the retailer and the assortment size manipula-
tion.
Participants and Stimuli
Five hundred and seven participants (50% male, Mage 5 34)
took part in our study. The structure of the experiment fol-
lowed the same logic as in study 1. Participants read three
blocks of stimuli containing the manipulations of the retail-
er’s assortment size, sabotage of the manufacturer brand, and
the retailer’s assortment decision. Participants were again
randomly assigned to one of the two conditions for each stim-
uli. In the ﬁrst block, we manipulated the retailer’s assort-
ment size by ﬁrst providing some general information about
the retailer and then describing the choice of brands in gen-
eral andwithin the product category of chocolate bars. Thereby,
we introduced Zeidel, a ﬁctitious manufacturer of chocolate
products that the retailer carries according to our assort-This content downloaded from 130.09
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms ment description (see app. A). To the control group, only
this ﬁrst of three blocks was shown (i.e., general description
of the retailer and assortment size manipulation).
In the second block, participants read a Facebook post
of a consumer sabotaging Zeidel. In both, the value- and
performance-based CBS, the consumer shared a blog post
wherein he further describes the performance- or value-
related issues of Zeidel. In the value-based CBS, the con-
sumer was outraged that Zeidel was using palm oil to pro-
duce its chocolate bars since that can lead to deforestation.
In the performance-based CBS, the consumer broke a tooth
because of a piece of plastic in a Zeidel’s chocolate bar. In both
scenarios, the consumer encourages others to read his blog
about Zeidel’s misconduct and to boycott the brand (see
app. A).
In the third section, we manipulated the retailer’s reaction.
We used the same manipulation as in study 1 and replaced
the names of the retailer and the manufacturer with those
of study 2 (see app. A). To ensure that our scenarios were per-
ceived as intended, we conducted a pretest (see app. B).
Measures
Following the scenarios, participants had to report their
perceived fairness of the retailer’s assortment decision with
a two-item scale (15 completely disagree to 75 completely
agree) adapted from Bolton, Keh, and Alba (2010), followed
by their attitude toward the retailer, manipulation checks,
and demographics which were the same as in study 1. At the
end of the study, participants received a debrieﬁng (see ta-
ble B1 for all items of the study and Cronbach’s alpha).
Results and Discussion
Manipulation Check. We conducted three 2 (assortment
decision)  2 (CBS type)  2 (assortment size) ANOVAs with
the manipulation check measures for the type of CBS and
assortment size as dependent variables to test if the exper-
imental factors varied as intended (see table B2). The ﬁrst
ANOVA showed that the score on the assortment size mea-
sure was signiﬁcantly higher for participants in the broad
assortment condition than in the narrow assortment con-
dition (EMM 5 6:05, SE 5 :09 vs. EMM 5 2:55, SE 5 :09;
F(1; 378) 5 798:41, p < :001). The second ANOVA revealed
that the performance-based CBS scenario was more strongly
perceived as addressing the brand’s performance compared
to the value-based scenario (EMM 5 5:57, SE 5 :10 vs.
EMM 5 3:39, SE 5 :10; F(1; 378) 5 219:04, p < :001).
The third ANOVA showed that participants assessed the
value-based CBS scenario as more strongly addressing val-2.034.042 on August 23, 2018 23:58:19 PM
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SE 5 :11 vs. EMM 5 4:71, SE 5 :11; F(1; 378) 5 39:27,
p < :001). Also, participants in the value-based CBS scenario
reported that the sabotaged brand’s actions were in con-
ﬂict with their personal values (M 5 5:33, SE 5 :10). Again,
the performance-based and value-based CBS scenarios were
both perceived as CBS (i.e., M > 4:0 on the CBS scale: M 5
5:28, SE 5 :09 and M 5 5:42, SE 5 :10).
Finally, to examine whether participants understood whether
the retailer continued or delisted the sabotaged brand, we
again applied a full-factorial binary logistic regression (see
table B3). This regression analysis revealed that the con-
tinuation versus delisting condition served as signiﬁcant pre-
dictor for the assortment decision measure (B 5 9:38, SE 5
1:16; p < :001; odds ratio 5 11,814.43, 95% CI [1,217.79,
114,618.55]; R2 5 :92 [Hosmer and Lemeshow], .72 [Cox
and Snell], .96 [Nagelkerke]; model x2(3) 5 484:99, p <
:001).
Baseline Effects. We conducted a one-way independent
ANOVA to test whether the sabotage scenarios signiﬁcantly
decreased other consumers’ perception of the retailer com-
pared to the control group. Participants in the CBS condi-
tion (averaged over the retailer’s assortment decision) re-
ported signiﬁcantly lower scores in brand attitude than the
control group (M 5 4:30, SE 5 :07 vs.M 5 5:41, SE 5 :10;
F(1; 191) 5 81:08, p < :001), supporting hypothesis 1 (see
table B4). The results did not change whether or not we in-
cluded the control variables. For the subsequent analyses,
the control group was excluded.
Moderating and Main Effects. We ran a three-way inde-
pendent ANOVA to test our main effect of the assortment
decision (continuation vs. delisting) on consumers’ attitude
toward the retailer and to probe how this effect depends on
the type of CBS and the retailer’s assortment size. The results
again revealed a signiﬁcant main effect of the assortment de-
cision on consumers’ attitude (F(1; 378) 5 32:76, p < :001).
Supporting hypothesis 2, delisting the sabotaged brand led
to more positive attitudes toward the retailer than its con-
tinuation (EMM 5 4:73, SE 5 :10 vs. EMM 5 3:94, SE 5
:10). Furthermore, the two-way interaction with assortment
decision and CBS type on brand attitude was signiﬁcant
(F(1; 378) 5 14:00, p < :001). Delisting the sabotaged brand
again led to signiﬁcantly higher attitudes toward the re-
tailer than its continuation for both the value-based CBS
(EMM 5 5:03, SE 5 :14 vs. EMM 5 3:71, SE 5 :14) and
the performance-based (EMM 5 4:43, SE 5 :14 vs. EMM 5This content downloaded from 130.09
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms 4:16, SE 5 :14). In line with hypothesis 3, the increase on
consumers’ brand attitude due to delisting the sabotaged
brand was much stronger for value-based compared to
performance-based CBS. Again, these results were qualiﬁed
by a signiﬁcant three-way interaction with assortment de-
cision, type of CBS, and assortment size on consumers’ at-
titude toward the retailer brand (F(1; 378) 5 6:89, p < :01;
see table B5). A simple slope analysis showed that, in case
of value-based CBS, delisting versus continuing the sabo-
taged brand signiﬁcantly increased consumers’ attitude for
both retailers with a narrow assortment (B 5 1:63, SE 5 :26;
t(378) 5 6:28, p < :001) and broad assortment (B 5 1:00,
SE 5 :27; t(378) 5 3:70, p < :001). Therefore, for value-
based CBS, the positive effect of the assortment decision on
consumers’ brand attitude was stronger for a narrow assort-
ment than a broad assortment (although this difference was
only marginally signiﬁcant, B 5 2:63; F(1; 378) 5 2:83,
p 5 :09; see ﬁg. 3A). In contrast, in the case of performance-
based CBS, delisting only led to a more positive brand at-
tiude for retailers with a broad assortment (B 5 :69, SE 5
:29; t(378) 5 2:36, p < :05) but not for those with a narrow
assortment (B 5 2:14, SE 5 :30; t(378) 5 2:47, p 5 :64).
Thus, in case of performance-based CBS, the positive effect
of the assortment decision on consumers’ attitude was sig-
niﬁcantly stronger for retailers with a broad assortment than
a narrow assortment (B 5 :83; F(1; 378) 5 3:98, p < :05;
see ﬁg. 3B). The results did not change whether or not we
included the control variables.
Conditional Moderated Mediation Effects. To analyze the
process by which the three-way interaction of the retail-
er’s assortment decision with the type of CBS and the as-
sortment size affects consumers’ attitude toward the re-
tailer, we conducted a conditional process analysis using
ordinary least squares path analysis with PROCESSmodel 11
(bootstrapping of 10,000 samples; Hayes 2013, 2015). As-
sortment decision served as independent variable (05 con-
tinuation, 15 delisting), CBS type as ﬁrst-stage moderator
(0 5 performance-based, 1 5 value-based CBS) interact-
ing with assortment size as second moderator (0 5 nar-
row assortment, 15 broad assortment), consumers’ fairness
perception of the assortment decision as mediator, and
their attitude toward the retailer brand as dependent vari-
able. The 95% CI of the index of moderated mediation ex-
cluded zero (a7b 5 2:60, SE 5 :28; 95% CI 5 [21.1618,
2.0795]), indicating that the consumers’ perceived fair-
ness mediates the three-way interaction of assortment deci-
sion, CBS type, and assortment size on brand attitude (see2.034.042 on August 23, 2018 23:58:19 PM
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Figure 3. Study 2: Consumers’ attitude toward the retailer brand after the retailer delisted (vs. continued to carry) the sabotaged manu-
facturer brand for retailers with a broad versus narrow assortment depending on the type of sabotage. A, Value-based CBS. Delisting (vs.
continuing) the brand increases consumers’ attitude for both retailers with a narrow and broad assortment but more strongly for retail-
ers with a narrow assortment. B, Performance-based CBS. Delisting (vs. continuing) the brand only increases consumers’ attitude for re-
tailers with a broad assortment but not for retailers with a narrow assortment.This content downloaded from 130.092.034.042 on August 23, 2018 23:58:19 PM
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ment decision to fairness perception, the analysis revealed that
the main effect of assortment decision was nonsigniﬁcant
(c0 5 .14, SE 5 :14; p 5 :31). The two-way interaction be-
tween assortment decision and CBS type on consumers’
perceived fairness was signiﬁcant (a4 5 2:98, SE 5 :44;
p < :001). This interaction was qualiﬁed by a signiﬁcant
three-way interaction between assortment decision, CBS
type, and assortment size on participants’ fairness percep-
tion (a7 5 21:39, SE 5 :63; p < :05). For value-based
CBS, a signiﬁcant conditional indirect effect of delisting ver-
sus continuing the sabotaged brand on consumers’ brand
attitude was found for both retailers with a narrow assort-
ment (B 5 1:32, SE 5 :18; 95% CI [.9891, 1.6818]) and a
broad assortment (B 5 :99, SE 5 :18; 95% CI [.6440,
1.3637]). In line with our proposition, this conditional indi-
rect effect of the assortment decision on consumers’ brand
attitude was stronger for retailers with a narrow compared
to a broad assortment. In contrast, for performance-based
CBS, delisting versus continuing the sabotaged brand only
had a signiﬁcant conditional indirect effect on consumers’
brand attitude for retailers with a broad assortment
(B 5 :30, SE 5 :14; 95% CI [.0333, .5727]) but not for re-
tailers with a narrow assortment (B 5 :02, SE 5 :15; 95%
CI [2.2638, .3067]), supporting our proposition. Thus, con-
sumers evaluate the retailers’ decision to delist a brand that
was sabotaged due to a value conﬂict as more fair than its
continuation, especially for retailers with a narrow assort-
ment, which increases their attitude toward the retailer
brand. On the other hand, in case of performance-based
CBS, delisting versus continuing the sabotaged brand is per-
ceived as more fair, increasing consumers’ attitude toward
the retailer brand, only for retailers with a broad assortment.
For retailers with a narrow assortment, their assortment de-
cision does not increase consumers’ attitude toward the re-
tailer brand via their fairness perception. The results did not
change whether or not we included the control variables.
Discussion. Study 2 was able to replicate the results of
study 1. We again showed that there is a negative spillover
effect from the sabotaged brand to the retailer and that the
retailer can mitigate this negative effect by delisting the
brand. Such a delisting of the sabotaged brand is even more
important for value-based compared to performance-based
CBS. For those retailers confronted with value-based CBS, it
is crucial to delist the sabotaged brand (even more so for
retailers with a narrow assortment). In contrast, delisting a
brand that was sabotaged due to a performance failure onlyThis content downloaded from 130.09
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms increased consumers’ attitude for a retailer with a broad as-
sortment but not for a narrow assortment. Finally, to better
understand this three-way interaction with assortment deci-
sion, CBS type, and assortment size, we included consum-
ers’ perceived fairness of the assortment decision as me-
diator of the effect of the retailer’s assortment decision on
consumers’ attitude toward the retailer. The results showed
that consumers perceived it as fair to delist a sabotaged brand
due to a value conﬂict which increased their attitude toward
the retailer brand, both for retailers with a broad and a nar-
row assortment and slightly stronger for retailers with a
narrow assortment. In contrast, delisting a sabotaged brand
due to a performance failure was perceived as fair only for
retailers with a broad assortment, increasing their brand at-
titude. For retailers with a narrow assortment, consumers’
perceived it as equally fair whether the retailer delisted or
continued the sabotaged brand. Overall, these results sug-
gest that fairness perceptions may explain why the retail-
er’s assortment decision does not always affect consumers’
attitude toward the retailer in the same way, depending on
the assortment size.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
Due to the fast changing retailing landscape where consum-
ers are empowered by digital technologies, consumers can
now with relatively little effort become brand saboteurs and
severely damage other consumers’ attitudes toward manu-
facturers’ and retailers’ brands. This phenomenon of CBS
is especially challenging for retailers as not only their own
brand but also the manufacturer brands they carry can be-
come victims of CBS.
Our ﬁndings from two experiments indicate that CBS
toward a manufacturer brand signiﬁcantly inﬂuences other
consumers’ perception of the retailer that carries the sabo-
taged brand. Speciﬁcally, manufacturer-directed CBS has a
signiﬁcant negative spillover effect on other consumers’ at-
titude toward the retailer. However, our results also illustrate
that an appropriate reaction by the retailer can mitigate this
negative effect. In all studies, we found that delisting the
sabotaged brand (as compared to continuing it) strengthens
consumers’ attitude toward the retailer.
Furthermore, our results show that the retailer’s assort-
ment decision in response to CBS of a manufacturer brand
has different effects in the case of performance-based CBS
(sabotage stimulated by performance failure) versus value-
based CBS (sabotage stimulated by value conﬂicts). As ex-
pected, in both studies we found that the retailer’s assort-
ment decision had a stronger impact on consumers’ attitude2.034.042 on August 23, 2018 23:58:19 PM
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brand increased consumers’ attitude toward the retailer more
strongly for the value-based as compared to the performance-
based CBS.
Our results further show that the moderating effect of
the type of CBS depends on the retailer’s characteristics,
namely, its assortment size. We found some initial evidence
that the impact of the decision to delist a brand that has
been sabotaged based on value conﬂicts is even more criti-
cal for retailers with a narrow assortment. In other words,
especially for retailers with a narrow assortment, delisting
the brand should increase consumers’ attitude toward the
retailer more strongly when the sabotage occurred due to
a value conﬂict (value-based CBS) than when it was based
on a performance failure (performance-based CBS). Inter-
estingly, in the case of performance-based CBS, we found
that delisting the sabotaged brand increased consumers’ at-
titude toward retailers with a broad assortment but not for
retailers with a narrow assortment. In order to better under-
stand the cognitive processes that drive these interactions,
we examined consumers’ perceived fairness of the retailer’s
response as an important mediator. In this regard, we found
that in case of value-based CBS, delisting the brand was
perceived as a fair choice for retailers with both narrow and
broad assortments (although slightly stronger for retailers
with a narrow assortment), driving consumers’ attitudes to-
ward the retailer. In case of performance-based CBS, delist-
ing the sabotaged brand was perceived as fair for retailers
with a broad assortment. In contrast, consumers did not
expect a retailer with a narrow assortment to delist the
sabotaged brand, as it did not increase consumers’ fairness
perceptions and corresponding attitude. Therefore, fairness
perceptions may help to explain why delisting (vs. contin-
uing) a sabotaged brand does not always affect consumers’
attitude toward the retailer brand in the same way (as they
vary depending on the type of CBS and the retailer’s assort-
ment size).
Academic Implications
Our study makes several important contributions to the lit-
erature. First, while prior research has conceptually discussed
the potential damage caused by CBS (Kähr et al. 2016), we are
the ﬁrst study to provide empirical insights on the dam-
age of CBS. Our empirical studies show that the negative
effect of CBS is substantial. Not only can these activities
harm the sabotaged brand but there is also a signiﬁcant im-
pact on the retailer that carries the brand. Given the im-
portance of this phenomenon, it is critical to develop a bet-This content downloaded from 130.09
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms ter understanding of when these negative effects occur and
how retailers should respond to it. Our study underlines the
importance of assortment size, the type of CBS, and cus-
tomers’ perceived fairness in this regard.
We further contribute to literature on brand transgres-
sions by taking a different approach from previous studies
and examining possible downstream, indirect effects of brand
transgressions (e.g., Smith and Bolton 1998; Tax, Brown, and
Chandrashekaran 1998; Aaker, Fournier, and Brasel 2004).
Rather than studying the dyadic relationship between an in-
dividual consumer and the brand committing the transgres-
sion, we examine the impact of the consumer’s response to
the transgression and how this affects other consumers who
observe this response. We therefore recognize that brand trans-
gressions can cause a complex chain of negative effects on
related brands.
Second, we contribute to literature on retail branding that
has already examined the relationship between manufacturer
brands and retailer brands. However, rather than focusing on
positive spillover effects from manufacturer brands to re-
tailers as in prior research (e.g., Jacoby and Mazursky 1984),
we ﬁnd evidence for negative spillover effects from manu-
facturer brands to retailer brands, fueled by manufacturer-
directed brand sabotage. This also contributes to the liter-
ature on alliance-related spillover effects, which has also
focused on positive spillover effects (e.g., Simonin and Ruth
1998; Lou, Tsai, and Yan 2008). We further demonstrate
that these negative spillover effects can occur for a different
type of alliance than is normally studied (i.e., cross-level al-
liances). Thus, even in instances where the brand’s alliances
are at different levels and ties are not as strong, there can be
substantial negative spillovers in response to CBS activities.
In addition, as mentioned previously, the ﬁndings of re-
search on event-related spillover have been mixed and highly
context-dependent (e.g., Votolato and Unnava 2006; Roehm
and Brady 2007; Zhao et al. 2011). We add to our knowledge
in this area by documenting negative spillover effects in a
very speciﬁc and important context: the retailer-manufacturer
relationship. In addition, we identiﬁed important modera-
tors (i.e., assortment size and type of CBS activity) and a
mediator (perceived fairness of the retailer’s response) that
contribute to our knowledge of when and how these nega-
tive spillover effects occur.
Third, we provide insights on how retailers should re-
spond to CBS of a manufacturer brand in order to minimize
negative effects on consumers’ attitudes toward the retailer.
Therefore, we take a differentiated approach by considering
contingency factors that moderate the impact of these re-2.034.042 on August 23, 2018 23:58:19 PM
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More speciﬁcally, we examine whether the retailer should
respond differently to CBS caused by performance failures
or value conﬂicts and how this response should also vary de-
pending on a retailer’s characteristics such as its assort-
ment size. With these insights, we contribute to research
on alliance- and event-related spillover effects which has
identiﬁed antecedents and moderators inﬂuencing the de-
gree of spillover (e.g., Roehm and Brady 2007; Zhang and
Taylor 2009). However, these studies have not been con-
ducted in a retailing context and have neglected cross-company
response strategies to reduce negative spillover. Our study
contributes to ﬁll this research gap as we show how a part-
ner in an alliance (the retailer) should respond to negative
events that occurred to the other partner (sabotaged man-
ufacturer brand) in order to reduce negative spillover effects.
Managerial Implications
Our study also provides important insights for managers.
First, retail managers need to realize that their own brand
is vulnerable to CBS even if the target is just one of the brands
they carry. Thus, retail managers need to carefully moni-
tor not only their own brand but also all the manufacturer
brands they carry in order to detect acts of brand sabotage
toward these brands early (e.g., in social media) before it
affects their revenues and especially their brand image. This
would enable them to proactively develop an appropriate
response strategy. Furthermore, retail managers should rec-
ognize that in some cases swift and radical actions may be
required–sometimes even delisting the sabotaged brand.
Therefore, our study shows that retailers need to consider
the type of CBS and the assortment size in formulating the
correct response. For example, our results show that de-
listing is highly important for retailers with a narrow as-
sortment as a response to value-based CBS in driving con-
sumers’ attitudes toward the retailer. On the other hand,
there is no urgency for a retailer with a narrow assortment
to delist a brand that was sabotaged based on performance
failures. While in such assortment decisions managers some-
times focus on the trade-off between ethical aspects and
proﬁtability, our study provides managers with the key in-
sight that, in the context of retailing and CBS, ethics (value
conﬂicts and the retailer’s response to it) do drive brand per-
formance (consumers’ brand attitudes).
Future Research
A main avenue for future studies would be to examine other
potential moderators that inﬂuence the outcomes of the re-This content downloaded from 130.09
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms tailer’s response to the sabotaged brand. For example, char-
acteristics of the retailer such as the retailer’s brand image
(Ailawadi and Keller 2004) may play an important role. On
the one hand, the decision to delist the manufacturer brand
could be more important for retailers with a strong brand
image, as the image stored in the long-term memory of con-
sumers strongly inﬂuences the expectations consumers have
with regard to the behavior of this brand (e.g., Smith and
Swinyard 1982). On the other hand, the possibility exists that
retailers with a strong brand image are more immune to CBS
that occurs to one of its carried brands because consumers
have strong positive attitudes toward this retailer. This would
suggest that retailers with a weak image are more vulner-
able to CBS activities. Future research is needed to investi-
gate these interesting possibilities.
Furthermore, we found that delisting a sabotaged brand
may lead to more positive attitudes toward the retailer. How-
ever, such a strategy may not always be viable or reasonable.
In other words, it is more difﬁcult for retailers to delist high-
selling brands that contribute signiﬁcantly to the retailer’s
proﬁts or when there is a strong relationship between the
retailer and the manufacturer. Thus, further research could
examine under what conditions a retailer could continue the
sabotaged brand. One important factor could be the retail-
er’s communication. For example, by providing an explana-
tion for a negative event, consumers’ trust can be restored
(e.g., Dutta and Pullig 2011). In our context, the retailer could
communicate why it wants to continue the sabotaged brand.
Also, other manufacturer characteristics such as the strength
of the manufacturer’s brand or even the congruence between
the manufacturer and the retailer brand may also play a key
role in responding to CBS activities that could be examined
by future research.REFERENCES
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WEB APPENDIX A: STIMULI FOR THE SCENARIO-BASED EXPERIMENTS  
Description of Stimuli of Study 1 
Assortment Size Manipulation, Broad Assortment. The sports retailer Top Sport has stores all 
over Germany and offers a broad variety of sporting goods in the areas of fitness, running, soccer, 
and outdoor and winter sports. In addition, customers can also find a range of products for bad-
minton, basketball, boxing, swimming, volleyball, and yoga.  
With its product assortment, Top Sport corresponds to the demand for high quality prod-
ucts and provides high value for money. Customers’ desires are highly important to Top Sport; 
customers get immediate and competent support and advice. As a responsible company, Top 
Sport treats its suppliers and partners fairly. The stores of Top Sport are situated at good locations 
and stand out for their pleasant and inviting atmosphere. 
Top Sport offers a very broad assortment (i.e., many products and brands) and sells a very 
large amount of brands. In the area of running shoes for example, the retailer offers 35 different 
manufacturer brands and more than 150 running shoe models–one of them is the brand Speedy 
Run.  
Assortment Size Manipulation, Narrow Assortment. The sports retailer Top Sport has stores 
all over Germany and offers a selected choice of running shoes, functional textiles, and accesso-
ries with a focus on running.  
With its product assortment, Top Sport corresponds to the demand for high quality prod-
ucts and provides high value for money. Customers’ desires are highly important to Top Sport; 
customers get immediate and competent support and advice. As a responsible company, Top 
Sport treats its suppliers and partners fairly. The stores of Top Sport are situated at good locations 
and stand out for their pleasant and inviting atmosphere. 
Top Sport offers a very small assortment (i.e., few products and brands) and sells a very 
small amount of brands. In the area of running shoes for example, the retailer only offers 5 differ-
ent manufacturer brands and about 20 different running shoe models–one of them is the brand 
Speedy Run.   
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Manipulation of Performance-Based CBS Manipulation of Value-Based CBS 
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Assortment Decision Manipulation, Delisting. Due to the negative incidents and some fierce 
customer reactions, the retailer Top Sport takes the manufacturer brand out of its shelves and, 
thus, eliminates the brand from its assortment.  
Assortment Decision Manipulation, Continuation. Despite the negative incidents and some 
fierce customer reactions, the retailer Top Sport does not eliminate the manufacturer brand from 
its assortment and, thus, continues to sell the brand.  
Description of Stimuli of Study 2 
Assortment Size Manipulation, Broad Assortment. The retailer Vidam has supermarkets all 
over Germany, Switzerland, and Austria. Vidam offers a range of different products, especially 
food and everyday items. Thereby, Vidam not only offers branded products of various manufac-
turers but also private labels (i.e., products that are manufactured under Vidam’s direction and 
sold under their name).       
With its product assortment, Vidam corresponds to the demand for high quality products 
and provides high value for money while still carefully considering environmental aspects. Cus-
tomers’ desires are highly important to Vidam; customers always get immediate and competent 
support and advice. The supermarkets are situated at good locations and stand out for their pleas-
ant and inviting atmosphere. 
Vidam offers a very broad assortment (i.e., many products and brands) and sells a very 
large amount of brands. In the category of sweets for example, the retailer offers 35 different 
manufacturer brands of chocolate products–one of them is the brand Zeidel.  
Assortment Size Manipulation, Narrow Assortment. The retailer Vidam has supermarkets all 
over Germany, Switzerland, and Austria. Vidam offers a range of different products, especially 
food and everyday items. Thereby, Vidam not only offers branded products of various manufac-
turers but also private labels (i.e., products that are manufactured under Vidam’s direction and 
sold under their name).       
With its product assortment, Vidam corresponds to the demand for high quality products 
and provides high value for money while still carefully considering environmental aspects. Cus-
tomers’ desires are highly important to Vidam; customers always get immediate and competent 
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support and advice. The supermarkets are situated at good locations and stand out for their pleas-
ant and inviting atmosphere. 
Vidam offers a very small assortment (i.e., few products and brands) and sells a very 
small amount of brands. In the category of sweets for example, the retailer only offers 5 different 
manufacturer brands of chocolate products–one of them is the brand Zeidel.  
Manipulation of Performance-Based CBS Manipulation of Value-Based CBS 
 
Assortment Decision Manipulation, Delisting. Due to the negative incidents and some fierce 
customer reactions, the retailer Vidam takes the manufacturer brand out of its shelves and, thus, 
eliminates the brand from its assortment.  
Assortment Decision Manipulation, Continuation. Despite the negative incidents and some 
fierce customer reactions, the retailer Vidam does not eliminate the manufacturer brand from its 
assortment and, thus, continues to sell the brand.   
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WEB APPENDIX B: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON STUDIES 1-3 
Pretest of the Scenarios for the Assortment Size and Type of CBS for Study 1 
 To ensure that participants perceived the assortment size and type of CBS as intended, we con-
ducted a pretest with the crowdsourcing platform Clickworker among 73 participants from Aus-
tria, Germany, and Switzerland (56% male, Mage = 32). We first showed participants a general 
description of the sports retailer Top Sport and then randomly assigned participants to either the 
small or broad assortment manipulation and to the performance- or value-based sabotage case of 
the manufacturer brand Speedy Run. The manipulation check measures for assortment size and 
type of CBS were the same as in study 1. As further control variable for the assortment size sce-
narios, we measured the perceived image of the sports retailer Top Sport with a four-item scale 
adapted from Kremer and Viot (2012). Furthermore, we also measured the following control vari-
ables for the CBS scenarios: failure severity with the three-item scale and dissatisfaction with the 
two-item scale adapted from Grégoire and Fisher (2008), fairness with the two-item scale adapted 
from Bolton, Keh, and Alba (2010), blame attribution with the three-item scale from Grégoire, 
Laufer, and Tripp (2010), and credibility with a two-item scale adapted from Bonifield and Cole 
(2007). Finally, participants indicated their sex and age and were presented a debriefing (see Ta-
ble B.1 in Web Appendix B for all items and Cronbach’s alpha). 
Unless indicated otherwise, we used seven-point Likert scales ranging from 1 = “com-
pletely disagree” to 7 = “completely agree” for all measures in this study. We conducted a 2 (as-
sortment size) x 2 (CBS type) Anova for each manipulation check measure and control variable 
to test whether the manipulations varied as intended. The first two Anovas examined the manipu-
lation check measure and the control variable for the assortment size manipulation. The first 
Anova with the assortment size measure as dependent variable revealed that participants in the 
broad assortment condition reported significantly higher values on the assortment size measure 
than participants in the narrow assortment condition (EMM = 5.85, SE = .22 vs. EMM = 2.28, SE 
= .20; F(1, 69) = 143.17, p < .001). The second Anova with the retailer image as dependent varia-
ble showed that there was no significant difference in the image perception across the two assort-
ment size conditions (p = .65), as intended. Two further Anovas with the two manipulation check 
measures (performance- and value-based CBS) as dependent variables were run to test the CBS 
type manipulation: The performance-based brand sabotage was perceived as significantly 
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stronger addressing the brand’s performance compared to the value-based brand sabotage (EMM 
= 6.26, SE = .24 vs. EMM = 2.39, SE = .23; F(1, 69) = 137.35, p < .001). On the other hand, the 
value-based brand sabotage was assessed as stronger addressing the personal values of the con-
sumer than the performance-based brand sabotage (EMM = 6.62, SE = .22 vs. EMM = 3.59, SE = 
.23; F(1, 69) = 94.19, p < .001). With regard to the CBS scenarios, the performance-based and 
the value-based sabotage scenarios showed higher values on the CBS scale than the midpoint of 
the scale (midpoint = 4.0) and, thus, were perceived as CBS (M = 5.66, SE = .21 vs. M = 5.61, SE 
= .21). The difference between the two scenarios was not significant (F(1, 71) = .04, p = .84). 
Concerning the control variables for the CBS scenarios, we run five further Anovas with each 
control variable as dependent variable. As intended, these analyses revealed that there were no 
significant differences across the two CBS scenarios with regard to perceived dissatisfaction, 
blame attribution, fairness, failure severity, and credibility (ps ≥ .10). 
Pretest of the Scenarios for the Assortment Size and Type of CBS for Study 2  
To ensure that the stimuli were perceived as intended, we conducted again a pretest with the plat-
form Clickworker among 99 participants from Austria, Germany, and Switzerland (57% male, 
Mage = 34). We again first showed participants the general description of the retailer, followed by 
our manipulation of the assortment size and type of CBS. We employed the same measures as in 
the pretest of study 1 and asked participants to report their sex and age (see Table B.1 in Web 
Appendix B for all items and Cronbach’s alpha). They were then presented a debriefing.  
We conducted a 2 (assortment size) x 2 (CBS type) Anova for each manipulation check 
measure and control variable to ensure that the manipulations worked as intended. For the first 
two Anovas concerning the assortment size manipulation, we used the assortment size measure 
(manipulation check) and the retailer image (control variable) as dependent variable. The first 
Anova showed that participants in the broad assortment condition reported significantly higher 
scores on the assortment size scale than in the condition with a narrow assortment (EMM = 6.34, 
SE = .16 vs. EMM = 2.17, SE = .14; F(1, 95) = 388.03, p < .001). The second Anova with the re-
tailer image as dependent variable revealed that participants did not perceive the image differ-
ently across the broad and narrow assortment condition (p = .59), as intended. With regard to the 
manipulation of CBS type, we ran two Anovas with the manipulation check measures (perfor-
mance- and value-based CBS) as dependent variables: The performance-based CBS was more 
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strongly perceived as dealing with performance than the value-based (EMM = 5.67, SE = .22 vs. 
EMM = 3.22, SE = .21; F(1, 95) = 64.04, p < .001). On the other hand, the value-based CBS was 
more strongly perceived as addressing values than the performance-based CBS (EMM = 5.41, SE 
= .22 vs. EMM = 4.67, SE = .23; F(1, 95) = 5.46, p < .05). Both scenarios displaying value- and 
performance-based brand sabotage showed values higher than the mean value of the CBS scale, 
meaning that participants perceived these as brand sabotage and the difference between the two 
scenarios was not significant (M = 5.57, SE = .19 vs. M = 5.70, SE = .17; F(1, 97) = .25, p = .62). 
Finally, we ran five Anovas with the control variables as dependent variables. As intended, the 
two brand sabotage scenarios did not differ significantly in perceived dissatisfaction, blame at-
tribution, fairness, failure severity, and credibility (ps ≥ .17).  
Study 3 
Study 3 examined more nuanced scenarios of performance- versus value-based CBS cases in the 
watch industry to determine how the personal values of consumers influence the interplay be-
tween the retailer’s assortment decision and the type of CBS on consumers’ attitude toward the 
retailer. 
Method. We conducted an online experiment on the platform Clickworker with a two factorial 
between-subjects design with a fictitious brand in the watch industry. More specifically, we used 
a 2 (assortment decision of the retailer: delisting vs. continuing) x 2 (type of CBS: value-based 
vs. performance-based) factorial design with a control group who was only shown some general 
information about the retailer (hanging control).  
In our study, 670 consumers (55% male, Mage = 34) took part. The structure of the experi-
ment followed the same logic as of studies 1 and 2 but without the manipulation of the assortment 
size. Participants read three blocks of stimuli containing some general information about the re-
tailer, followed by the manipulation of the type of CBS and the retailer’s reaction. Participants 
were again randomly assigned to one of the two conditions for each scenario. In the first block, 
they read the following general description about the fictitious retailer Schneeberger. To the con-
trol group, only this general description was shown (without any manipulation).  
The watch and jewelry store Schneeberger is a leading Swiss company with shops in 
Switzerland, Germany and Austria. The company offers good value for money and stands 
for excellent service quality.  
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Schneeberger’s assortment of watches and jewelry ranges from classic top and premium 
brands such as Longines, Omega, Tissot and Swatch to fashion brands such as Fossil, 
Guess, Thomas Sabo, and Swarovski. 
In the second block, participants read one of the two following Facebook posts of a con-
sumer sabotaging the brand Beatus, a manufacturer of premium watches (see manipulations of 
the performance- vs. value-based CBS below). In both the value- and the performance-based sce-
nario, a Facebook post by the saboteur was shown with a picture of an advertisement of the brand 
Beatus followed by a description of his brand experience. This description included the same 
number of paragraphs and the same amount of arguments for both scenarios to omit any con-
founds. Finally, in the third section, we manipulated the retailer’s reactions. We used the same 
manipulation as in study 1 and 2 (see Web Appendix A).  
Following the scenarios, participants had to respond to the manipulation checks for the 
type of CBS and assortment decision and to report their attitude toward the retailer as dependent 
variable, which were the same as in study 1 and 2. In addition, we measured consumers level of 
sexism with the short version of the benevolence sexism inventory from Rollero, Glick, and Tar-
taglia (2014) and consumers’ quality consciousness with the four-item scale from Shim and Gehrt 
(1996). These two constructs refer to consumers’ personal values which may moderate the inter-
play between a retailer’s assortment decision and type of CBS on consumers’ attitude. We then 
asked participants to report their sex, age, and the objective of this study. Again, we presented a 
debriefing (see Table B.1 in Web Appendix B for all items and Cronbach’s alpha). 
Pretest. Again, we conducted a pretest of our CBS scenarios to ensure that they were perceived 
as intended. We recruited 119 participants from the platform Clickworker from Austria, Ger-
many, and Switzerland (51% female, Mage = 37). We first presented participants the general de-
scription of the retailer and then randomly assigned them to one of the two CBS scenarios. Subse-
quently, we asked them to respond to the manipulation checks and control variables, which were 
the same as in study 1 and 2. Finally, participants reported their sex and age and were presented a 
debriefing (see Table B.1 in Web Appendix B for all items and Cronbach’s alpha).  
We conducted one-way independent Anovas to test if the manipulated factors varied as 
intended. The performance-based CBS was more strongly perceived as dealing with performance 
than the value-based CBS (M = 5.64, SE = .20 vs. M = 1.79, SE = .16; F(1, 117) = 241.46, p < 
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.001). Also, the performance-based CBS was less perceived as addressing values than the value-
based CBS (M = 2.86, SE = .27 vs. M = 5.76, SE = .14; F(1, 76) = 92.48, p < .001).  
Manipulation of Performance-Based CBS Manipulation of Value-Based CBS 
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Both scenarios displaying value- and performance-based brand sabotage showed values 
higher than the mean value of the scale, meaning that participants perceived these as brand sabo-
tage and the difference between the two scenarios was not significant (M = 4.98, SE = .16, M = 
4.67, SE = .18); F(1, 117) = 1.67, p = .20). As intended, the two brand sabotage scenarios did not 
differ significantly in perceived dissatisfaction, blame attribution, fairness, failure severity, and 
credibility (ps > .12). 
Results of the Main Study.  We conducted two 2 (CBS type) x 2 (assortment decision) Anovas to 
ensure that the manipulation of CBS type worked as intended. The first Anova revealed that the 
performance-based CBS scenario was perceived as more strongly addressing the brand’s perfor-
mance compared to the value-based scenario (EMM = 5.42, SE = .09 vs. EMM = 1.87, SE = .08; 
F(1, 541) = 979.17, p < .001). On the other hand, participants assessed the value-based CBS sce-
nario as stronger addressing values than the performance-based scenario (EMM = 5.30, SE = .10 
vs. EMM = 3.17, SE = .11; F(1, 541) = 194.54, p < .001). To make sure that participants per-
ceived the performance-based and value-based scenarios as CBS, we examined whether they 
reached higher scores on the CBS scale than the midpoint of the scale, which was true for both 
the performance-based and the value-based CBS scenarios and the difference between the two 
was not significant (M = 4.78, SE = .10 vs. M = 4.74, SE = .08; F(1, 543) = .13, p = .72). To test 
whether participants understood whether or not the retailer continued to carry the sabotaged 
brand, they had to indicate whether the retailer delisted or continued the brand by choosing the 
respective answer option. Using a full-factorial binary logistic regression (including the CBS type 
condition as predictor), the continuation (= 0) versus delisting (= 1) condition served as signifi-
cant predictor of the assessment of the assortment decision (B = 6.64, SE = .50; p < .001; odds 
ratio = 762.01, 95% Confidence Interval [CI] = [285.80, 2031.67]; R2 =.77 (Hosmer & Leme-
show), .66 (Cox & Snell), .88 (Nagelkerke); Model χ2(2) = 556.741, p < .001). 
We conducted a one-way independent ANOVA to test whether the sabotage scenarios sig-
nificantly decreased consumers’ attitude toward the retailer compared to the control group. Par-
ticipants in the CBS condition reported significantly lower scores in brand attitude than the con-
trol group (M = 4.90, SE = .06 vs. M = 5.41, SE = .08; F(1, 279) = 27.39, p < .001) (see Table 
B.4 in Web Appendix B). The result did not change whether or not we included participants’ sex 
and age as control variables. For the subsequent analyses, the control group was excluded. 
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To test our main effect of the assortment decision on consumers’ brand attitude and to ex-
amine how the type of CBS and consumers’ personal values influence this effect, we conducted a 
two-way ANOVA. The main effect of the assortment decision (continuation vs. delisting) on con-
sumers’ brand attitude was significant (F(1, 541) = 20.33, p < .001). Participants confronted with 
the decision to delist the sabotaged brand reported significantly higher scores in their attitude to-
ward the retailer brand than those confronted with its continuation (EMM = 5.16, SE = .08 vs. 
EMM = 4.90, SE = .08). The interaction effect of the assortment decision with the type of CBS on 
consumers’ attitude was not significant (F(1, 541) = .77, p = .38). The result did not change 
whether or not we included participants sex and age as control variables. 
In a next step, we probed how the effect of the retailer’s assortment decision on consum-
ers’ attitude depends on the type of CBS and the consumers’ personal values. As the moderating 
variables were continuous, we conducted moderation analyses using ordinary least squares path 
analysis with PROCESS model 3 (bootstrapping of 10,000 samples; Hayes 2013). We found sig-
nificant three-way interactions with the assortment decision (continuation = 0, delisting = 1) as 
independent variable, brand attitude as dependent variable and type of CBS (performance-based 
= 0, value-based = 1) as moderator of this effect, whose effect was again moderated by the con-
sumers’ personal values (sexism: b7 = -.43, SE = .19; t(537) = -2.26, p < .05, quality conscious-
ness: b7 = -.48, SE = .21; t(537) = -2.25, p < .05) (see Tables B.7 and B.8, Web Appendix B). 
Tests of conditional two-way interactions of the assortment decision with the consumers’ per-
sonal values revealed that they were only significant for value-based CBS (sexism: B = -.47; F(1, 
537) = 17.52, p < .001; quality consciousness: B = -.29; F(1, 537) = 5.70, p < .05) but not for per-
formance-based CBS (sexism: B = -.05; F(1, 537) = .09, p = .76; quality consciousness: B = .18; 
F(1, 537) = 1.12, p = .29). To decompose the two significant interactions of the assortment deci-
sion with the consumers’ personal values (i.e., sexism and quality consciousness) on consumers’ 
attitude toward the retailer brand for the value-based CBS, we used the Johnson-Neyman tech-
nique to identify the range(s) of the benevolent sexism and quality consciousness for which the 
simple effect of the assortment decision on consumers’ brand attitude was significant. With re-
gard to benevolent sexism, this analysis revealed that there was a significant positive effect for 
the delisting versus continuation on brand attitude for values of benevolent sexism below 3.97 
(BJN = .29, SE = .15; p = .05) and a negative effect for values above 5.57 (BJN = -.47, SE = .24; p 
= .05) but no significant effect in between these two values (see Figure 1, Web Appendix B). 
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With regard to quality consciousness, the analysis showed that there was a significant positive ef-
fect for the delisting versus continuation on brand attitude for values of quality consciousness be-
low 5.82 (BJN = .33, SE = .17; p = .05) but not above this value (see Figure 2, Web Appendix B). 
The result did not change whether or not we included participants sex and age as control varia-
bles. 
Discussion. This study replicated the findings from study 1 and 2 with regard to the baseline and 
main effects. CBS of a manufacturer brand lowers consumers’ attitude toward the related retailer. 
However, by delisting the brand, the retailer can mitigate this negative effect. Furthermore, this 
study examined more nuanced scenarios with regard to the type of CBS. With the selected sce-
narios, the outcomes of the retailer’s response to the respective type of CBS did depend on con-
sumers’ personal values. More specifically, the retailer’s decision to delist (vs. continue) the sab-
otaged brand only increased consumers’ brand attitude in a positive when the actions of the man-
ufacturer brand that led to the sabotage were in conflict with their personal values. When the 
manufacturer’s actions did not contradict consumers’ personal values, the assortment decision ei-
ther had no affect (i.e., for quality consciousness values above 5.82) or was reversed, such that 
continuing the sabotaged brand was perceived in a more positive way than delisting it (i.e., for 
benevolent sexism values above 5.57). Thus, these results also suggest that the impact of delisting 
(vs. continuing) a sabotaged manufacturer brand and the corresponding interactions with type of 
CBS and assortment size on consumers’ attitude toward the retailer (study 1 and 2) are especially 
valid among those consumers whose values are violated by the underlying transgression of the 
brand. 
Supplemental Material for: Bettina Nyffenegger, Andrea Kahr, Harley Krohmer, Wayne D. Hoyer. 2018. 




Panel A: Regression Lines with Johnson-Neyman Points Panel B: Estimated Simple Effect of Assortment Decision 
with Confidence Bands 
  
Figure 1: Three-way interaction with assortment decision, CBS type, and ambivalent benevolent sexism inventory on consumers’ atti-
tude toward the retailer brand. Panel A shows a floodlight of the region of values for the benevolent sexism inventory (filled areas be-
low 3.97 and above 5.57) for which a spotlight test would reveal significant differences between the two model groups. Panel B shows 
a graph of the estimated simple effect (the distance between the two regression lines in Panel A) with confidence bands. Confidence 
bands are narrowest at mean benevolent sexism inventory (M = 3.67). The Johnson–Neyman points in Panel A align with the intersec-
tions of the confidence band and the x-axis in Panel B. The crossover point in Panel A aligns with the intersection of the estimated 
simple effect and the x-axis in Panel B.
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Panel A: Regression Lines with Johnson-Neyman Point B: Estimated Simple Effect of Assortment Decision with 
Confidence Bands 
 
Figure 2. Three-way interaction with assortment decision, CBS type, and quality consciousness on consumers’ attitude toward the 
retailer brand. Panel A shows a floodlight of the region of quality consciousness values (filled area below 5.82) for which a spotlight 
test would reveal significant differences between the two model groups. Panel B shows a graph of the estimated simple effect (the dis-
tance between the two regression lines in Panel A) with confidence bands. Confidence bands are narrowest at mean quality conscious-
ness (M = 5.29). The Johnson–Neyman point in Panel A aligns with the intersection of the confidence band and the x-axis in Panel B. 
The crossover point in Panel A aligns with the intersection of the estimated simple effect and the x-axis in Panel B.
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Table B.1. Constructs Indicators, Measurement Items, Scale Reliabilities for Studies 1-3 


















     
Assortment  
size a The retailer X offers... 
…a very small assortment. (1)–…a very large 
assortment. (7) 
…a very limited choice of products and brands. 
(1)–…a very large choice of products and 
brands. (7) 
.95 .97 .95 .98 — — 
CBS b [The saboteur] wanted to cause harm to [the 
manufacturer brand].  
The goal of [the saboteur] was to cause damage 
to [the manufacturer brand].  
[The saboteur] deliberately created a Facebook 
and blog post to impair other consumers’ percep-
tion of [the manufacturer brand].  
Through his Facebook post and blog, [the sabo-
teur] tries to draw people’s attention on the mis-
behavior of [the manufacturer brand]. 
.76 .81 .78 .80 .71 .80 
Value-based  
CBS b 
The scenario described by [the saboteur] mainly 
addresses the personal values [of the saboteur]. 
The behavior of [the manufacturer brand] de-
scribed by [the saboteur] mainly violates the per-
sonal values of [the saboteur]. 
.83 .88 .75 .82 .88 .90 
Performance- 
based CBS b 
The scenario described by [the saboteur] mainly 
addresses the [manufacturer brand]’s perfor-
mance. 
The behavior of [the manufacturer brand] de-
scribed by [the saboteur] mainly contradicts [the 
saboteur]’s expectations regarding the [manufac-
turer brand]’s performance. 
.85 .89 .80 .70 .89 .86 
Personal value  
conflict b 
The behavior of [the manufacturer brand] de-
scribed by [the saboteur]…  
…violates my personal values. 
…contradicts my personal values. 
…is ethically questionable in my eyes. 
 
— .84 — .86 — — 
a measured with a 7-point semantic differential scale 
b measured with a 7-point Likert scale anchored by 1 = “strongly disagree,” 7 = “strongly agree”  
c measured with a single choice option 
d measured with a single item in pretest 1 and 2
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Table B.1 (Continued). Constructs Indicators, Measurement Items, Scale Reliabilities Studies 1-3 

















The retailer X delists [the manufacturer brand] 
from its assortment (the retailer does no longer 
offer [the manufacturer brand] to its customers). 
The retailer X continues to carry [the manufac-
turer brand] in its assortment (the retailer contin-
ues to offer [the manufacturer brand] to its cus-
tomers). 
I don’t know. 
— — — — — — 
Dependent Variable       
Attitude toward the 
retailer brand a  
— .96 — .96 — .96 
  unappealing (1)–appealing (7)       
  bad (1)–good (7)       
  unpleasant (1)–pleasant (7)       
  unfavorable (1)–favorable (7)       
  unlikable (1)–likable (7)       
Mediating Variable        
Fairness b 




— — — .86 — — 
Moderating Variables       
Benevolent sexism 
inventory b 
Many women have a quality of purity that few 
men possess. 
Women should be cherished and protected by 
men. 
Every man ought to have a woman whom he 
adores. 
Men are incomplete without women. 
Women, compared to men, tend to have a supe-
rior moral sensibility. 
Men should be willing to sacrifice their own 
wellbeing in order to provide financially for the 
women in their lives. 
— — — — — .74 
a measured with a 7-point semantic differential scale 
b measured with a 7-point Likert scale anchored by 1 = “strongly disagree,” 7 = “strongly agree”  
c measured with a single choice option 
d measured with a single item in pretest 1 and 2  
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Table B.1 (Continued). Constructs Indicators, Measurement Items, Scale Reliabilities Studies 1-3 

















Getting very good quality is very important to 
me. 
When it comes to purchasing products, I try to 
get the very best or perfect choice. 
In general, I usually try to buy the best overall 
quality. 
I make special effort to choose the very best 
quality products. 
— — — — — .88 
Control Variables        
Credibility a The described incidents with the retailer X and 
the manufacturer brand Y were… 
...very incredible. (1) - ...very credible. (7) 
...very unrealistic. (1) -...very realistic. (7) 
.86 — .78 — .97 — 
Failure severity a The failures caused... 
...minor problems. (1)–…major problems. (7)  
...small inconveniences. (1)–…big inconven-
iences. (7) 
...minor aggravation. (1)–…major aggravation. 
(7) 
.94 — .93 — .93 — 




.71 — .96 — .89 — 
Blame attribution b I believe that [the manufacturer brand] was re-
sponsible for the failure. 
Overall, the failure was [the manufacturer 
brand]’s fault. 
I blame [the manufacturer brand] for what hap-
pened. 
.84 — .95 — .97 — 
Unfairness b The behavior of [the manufacturer brand] was… 
…unfair. d 
…immoral. 
— — — — .80 — 
Retailer image a [The retailer] is close to customers. 
[The retailer] offers good quality products. 
[The retailer] has pleasant stores. 
[The retailer] offers good value for money. 
.91 — .76 — — — 
a measured with a 7-point semantic differential scale 
b measured with a 7-point Likert scale anchored by 1 = “strongly disagree,” 7 = “strongly agree”  
c measured with a single choice option 
d measured with single item in pretest 1 and 2 
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TABLE B.2. Manipulation Checks for Studies 1 and 2 with Full-Factorial Anova Models 
Measure Study 1 Study 2 
 EMM (SE) Test Statistic, p-value EMM (SE) Test Statistic, p-value 
Manipulation Checks    
Performance-Based CBS     
Assortment Decision  F(1, 431) = .82, p = .37  F(1, 378) = 1.25, p = .26 
Continuation 4.45 (.10)  4.56 (.10)  
Delisting 4.32 (.09)  4.40 (.11)  
CBS Type  F(1, 431) = 720.34, p = .000  F(1, 378) = 219.04, p = .000 
Performance-Based CBS 6.20 (.09)  5.57 (.10)  
Value-Based CBS 2.57 (.10)  3.39 (.10)  
Assortment Size  F(1, 431) = .11, p = .74  F(1, 378) = .81, p = .37 
Narrow 4.41 (.09)  4.41 (.11)  
Large 4.36 (.10)  4.54 (.10)  
Value-Based CBS     
Assortment Decision  F(1, 431) = 1.18, p = .28  F(1, 378) = 1.92, p = .17 
Continuation 5.01 (.11)  5.10 (.11)  
Delisting 5.18 (.11)  5.32 (.11)  
CBS Type  F(1, 431) = 229.61, p = .000  F(1, 378) = 39.27, p = .000 
Performance-Based CBS 3.91 (.11)  4.71( .11)  
Value-Based CBS 6.28 (.11)  5.71 (.11)  
Assortment Size  F(1, 431) = 2.25, p = .13  F(1, 378) = .06, p = .80 
Narrow 5.21 (.11)  5.19 (.12)  
Large 4.98 (.12)  5.23 (.11)  
Note. EMM = estimated marginal mean; SE = standard error.  
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TABLE B.2 (Continued). Manipulation Checks for Studies 1 and 2 with Full-Factorial Anova Models 
Measure Study 1 Study 2 
 EMM (SE) Test Statistic, p EMM (SE) Test Statistic, p 
Assortment Size     
Assortment Decision  F(1, 431) = .81, p = .37  F(1, 378) = .65, p = .42 
Continuation 4.08 (.09)  4.35 (.09)  
Delisting 4.19 (.09)  4.25 (.09)  
CBS Type  F(1, 431) = .51, p = .48  F(1, 378) = 2.24, p = .14 
Performance-Based CBS 4.18 (.09)  4.39 (.09)  
Value-Based CBS 4.09 (.09)  4.21 (.09)  
Assortment Size  F(1, 431) = 588.77, p = .000  F(1, 378) = 798.41, p = .000 
Narrow 2.62 (.08)  2.55 (.09)  
Large 5.64 (.09)  6.05 (.09)  
Note. EMM = estimated marginal mean; SE = standard error.  
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Table B.3. Manipulation Checks for Studies 1 and 2 with Full-Factorial Binary Logistic Regression Models 
Measure Study 1 Study 2 
 
B (SE) 
[95% bootstrap CI]a 
Wald χ2 
(df) 
p-value exp (B) 
[95% CI]b 
B (SE) 
[95% bootstrap CI]a 
Wald χ2 (df) p-value exp (B) 
[95% CI]b 
Manipulation Checks         




33.52 (1) .000 .04 
-5.32 (1.25) 
[-50.52, -3.77] 



































R2 =.87 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .70 (Cox & Snell),  
.93 (Nagelkerke). Model χ2(3) = 518.18, p < .001 
R2 = .92 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .72 (Cox & Snell),  
.96 (Nagelkerke). Model χ2(3) = 484.99, p < .001 
Note. B = unstandardized regression coefficients; SE = standard error; Wald χ2 = Wald chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; exp (B) = odds ratio for binary lo-
gistic regression models. 
a 95% bias corrected and accelerated bootstrap confidence interval based on 1000 samples  
b 95% confidence interval for odds ratio 
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Table B.4. Baseline Effects of a Sabotaged Manufacturer Brand on the Attitude toward Retailer Brand that Carries It for Studies 1-3 
Measure Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 
 M (SE) Test Statistic, p-value M (SE) Test Statistic, p-value M (SE) Test Statistic, p-value 
Baseline Effects of 
CBS 
   
  
Brand Attitude  F(1, 172) = 63.21, p = .000  F(1, 191) = 81.08, p = .000  F(1, 279) = 27.39, p = .000 
Control Group 4.97 (.13)  5.41 (.10)  5.41 (.08)  
CBS 3.76 (.08)  4.30 (.07)  4.90 (.06)  
Note. M = mean; SE = standard error. 
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Table B.5. Consumers’ Attitude toward the Retailer Brand after Delisting versus Continuing the Sabotaged Manufacturer Brand as 
Main Effect and by CBS Type and Assortment Size with Full-Factorial Anova Models for Study 1 and 2 
Measure Study 1 Study 2 
 EMM (SE) Test Statistic, p EMM (SE)  Test Statistic, p 
Main Effect of  
Assortment Decision 
 F(1, 431) = 36.91, p = .000  F(1, 378) = 32.76, p = .000 
Continuation 3.32 (.11)  3.94 (.10)   
Delisting 4.20 (.10)  4.73 (.10)   
Two-Way Interaction of Assortment Deci-
sion and CBS Type 
 F(1, 431) = 6.12, p = .01   F(1, 378) = 14.00, p = .000 
Performance-Based CBS      
Continuation 3.36 (.14)  4.16 (.14)   
Delisting 3.88 (.14)  4.43 (.14)   
Value-Based CBS      
Continuation 3.28 (.16)  3.71 (.14)   
Delisting 4.52 (.15)  5.03 (.14)   
Note. EMM = estimated marginal mean; SE = standard error.
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Table B.5 (Continued). Consumers’ Attitude toward the Retailer Brand after Delisting versus Continuing the Sabotaged Manufacturer 
Brand as Main Effect and by CBS Type and Assortment Size with Full-Factorial Anova Models for Study 1 and 2 
 Study 1 Study 2 
Measure EMM (SE) Test Statistic, p EMM (SE) Test Statistic, p  
Three-Way Interaction of Assort-
ment Decision, CBS Type and As-
sortment Size 
  F(1, 431) = 3.93, p = .048   F(1, 378) = 6.89, p = .01 
Narrow Assortment       
Performance-Based CBS        
Continuation 3.48 (.19)   4.24 (.20)  
Delisting 3.60 (.19)   4.10 (.21)  
Value-Based CBS       
Continuation 3.14 (.22)   3.62 (.20)  
Delisting 4.56 (.19)   5.25 (.20)  
Broad Assortment       
Performance-Based CBS        
Continuation 3.24 (.21)   4.08 (.18)  
Delisting 4.18 (.21)   4.77 (.20)  
Value-Based CBS       
Continuation 3.41 (.21)   3.81 (.20)  
Delisting 4.49 (.22)   4.81 (.18)  
Note. EMM = estimated marginal mean; SE = standard error.  
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Table B.6. Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Model Summary Information for the Moderated Moderated Mediation 
Model for Study 2 
 Consequent 
 
 Perceived Fairness (M)  Attitude Toward the Retailer Brand (Y) 
Antecedent  Coeff. SE p-value  Coeff. SE  p-value 
Assortment Decision (X) a1 .06 .34 .87 c' .14 .14 .31 
Perceived Fairness (M)  — — — b .44 .04 .00 
CBS Type (W) a2 -1.55 .31 .00  — — — 
Assortment Size (Z) a3 .03 .33 .92  — — — 
X x W a4 2.98 .44 .00  — — — 
X x Z a5 .63 .46 
 
.17  — — — 
W x Z a6 .49 
 
.46 .29     
X x W x Z a7 -1.39 .63 .03     
Constant i1 4.14 .24 .00 i2 2.40 .15 .00 
  R
2 = .29  R
2 = .33 
  F(7, 378) = 25.19, p < .001  F(2, 383) = 89.75,  p < .001 
Note. Coeff. = unstandardized regression coefficients; SE = standard error. PROCESS models were calculated with the HC3 estimator, which means that all 
standard errors for continuous outcome models were based on the hc3 estimator.   
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Table B.7. Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Model Summary Information for the Moderation Model for Study 3  
  Coeff. SE t-value p-value 
Intercept i1 4.66 .36 12.82 .00 
Assortment Decision (X) b1 .80 .55 1.45 .15 
CBS Type (M) b2 -1.25 .51 -2.43 .02 
Benevolent Sexism Inventory (W) b3 -.02 .11 -.24 .81 
X x M b4 1.38 .72 1.91 .06 
X x W b5 -.05 .15 -.31 .76 
M x W b6 .37 .14 2.69 .01 
X x M x W b7 -.43 .19 -2.26 .02 
   R
2 = .07 
   F(7, 537) = 5.19, p < .001 
Note. Coeff. = unstandardized regression coefficients; SE = standard error. PROCESS models were calculated with the HC3 estimator, which means that all 
standard errors for continuous outcome models were based on the hc3 estimator.   
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Table B.8. Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Model Summary Information for the Moderation Model for Study 3 
  Coeff. SE t-value p-value 
Intercept i1 4.39 .61 7.20 .00 
Assortment Decision (X) b1 -.33 .90 -.37 .71 
CBS Type (M) b2 -2.01 .78 -2.58 .01 
Quality Consciousness (W) b3 .04 .12 .31 .76 
X x M b4 2.37 1.11 2.12 .03 
X x W b5 .18 .17 1.06 .29 
M x W b6 .39 .15 2.68 .01 
X x M x W b7 -.48 .21 -2.25 .02 
   R
2 = .08 
   F(7, 537) = 7.09, p < .001 
Note. Coeff. = unstandardized regression coefficients; SE = standard error. PROCESS models were calculated with the HC3 estimator, which means that all 
standard errors for continuous outcome models were based on the hc3 estimator. 
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